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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

Faculty Minutes
1971-72

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

October 6, 1971
To:

All Members of the Faculty

From:John N. Durrie, Secretary
Subject: October Meeting of University Faculty

The next meeting of the University Faculty will be held on Tuesday,
October 12, at 3:00 p.m. in the Kiva.
The agenda will include the following items:
l.

Approval of summarized minutes of meeting of September 14.
(Minutes attached.)

2.

Recommendation to add two non-voting, ex officio members to the
Registration Committee -- Professor Schmidt for the Policy
Committee's Subcommittee on committees.

3.

Replacementson Student Standards committee -- Professor Schmidt.

4.

Change in name and functions of Publications Committee -Professor Christman for the Policy committee.
(Statement
attached.)

s. Report by the ISRAD subcommittee of the Research Policy Committee
concerning questions raised by members of the faculty relative
to the text of the proposed ISRAD charter -- Professor Nason.
(~tat 7ment attached.)
(Please bring your copy of the charter
distributed with the September 14 agenda.)
6.

Report and recommendations concerning parking -- Professor
Hufi:>auer,for the Faculty compensation committee and Professor
Christman, for the Faculty Policy committee.
(Statement
attached.)

JND/ped
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
October 12, 1971
(Summarized Minutes)
The October 12, 1971, meeting of the University Faculty was called to
order by President Heady at 3:06 p.m., in the Kiva, with a quorum
present.

By motion of Professor Regener, the Faculty approved the summarized
minutes for the meeting of September 14th.
A guest of the University, Professor Sergio Diaz of the Universidade
Gama Filho in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, was invited to attend the
meeting.
Upon recommendation by the Policy Committee, the Faculty voted to add
two ex officio, non-voting members to the Registration Committee -the Registrar and the Director of Data Processing. The Faculty also
voted to approve Professor Susan Dewitt (English) as a replacement for
Judith Carey (Speech) on the Student Standards Committee and also
Theodore Parnall (Law) for Professor Dewitt as an alternate on the
same committee.

)

Professor Christman, chairman of the Policy Committee, submitted to
the ~aculty, with his committee's approval, a recommendation from the
Publications Committee that its name be changed to the University
Press Committee and that a new statement of functions be adopted. Professor Christman explained that both changes are designed to reflect
more accurately the present responsibilities of the committee. These
recommendations were approved by the Faculty.

.

...

Professor Nason, chairman of the Research Policy Committee's ISRAD
su?comrnittee, presented several proposed revisions to the ISRAD operational charter, these changes being itemized in the agenda materials.
Professor Christman, on behalf of the Policy Committee, proposed an
amendment which would substitute "Faculty Policy Committee" for "Research Policy committee" as the nominating body for faculty membership
~~ the Institute Executive Committee.
This amendment being approved,
e Fa 7ulty approved Professor Nason's motion to adopt the proposed
operational charter of ISRAD as modified by his proposed changes -;na by Professor Christman's 1 amendment -- and to refer it to the
egents for concurrence.
th
Professor Christman, for the Policy Committee, then recommended
m·at the same slate of faculty representatives to the Executive Comtlttee as were proposed by the Research Policy Committee at the Sepdember meeting -- Professor Cohen (Economics), 2-year term: Mr. MonA~:9?n (Community Medicine), 3-year term: Professor Nason (Latin
t rican Center), 1-year term: Professor Woodhouse (Sociology), 2-year
a~~m: Professor Whan (Nuclear and Chemical Engineering), 3-year term:
Peternates: Professor Sickels (Political Science) and Professor
ers (Business and Administrative Sciences) -- be confirmed by the

00 0

Faculty. After a motion for tabling was defeated, 50-48, the Faculty
voted to confirm the list of nominees by a vote of 64 to 45.

,...

'

Professor Hufbauer, for the Faculty Compensation Committee, and Professor Christman, for the Policy Committee, presented the following
resolutions for the Faculty's approval: 11 1. The Campus Planning Committee shall designate sufficient free space for faculty and staff
parking in close proximity to academic and administrative buildings so
that assured places are available at all peak parking hours. The
Administration shall regularly survey the faculty-staff lots and report to the Campus Planning Committee so as to ensure the adequate
provision of space. 2. The Chairman of the Faculty Policy Committee,
ass isted by members of the Faculty Compensation Committee, shall
present arguments for Resolution 1 to the Regents on behalf of the
Faculty." After extended discussion, these resolutions were approved
by the Faculty.
The meeting adjourned at 4:59 p.m.
John N. Durrie, Secretary

0()10
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
October 12, 1971
The October 12, 1971, meeting of the University
Faculty was called to order by President Heady at 3:06 p.m.,
with a quorum present.
PRESIDENT HEADY
You have distributed with the call
to this meeting the summarized minutes of the meeting of
September 14th. Are there any corrections or additions,
or is there a motion to approve the minutes as distributed?

Approval of
Minutes of
September
14

:

PROFESSOR REGENER

Move we approve them.

(The motion was duly seconded . )
HEADY
Moved and seconded the minutes be approved.
Any discussion? Those in favor please say "aye"; opposed
"no". The motion is carried .
We have a recommendation to add two nonvoting ex o
officio members to the Registration Committee. Professor
Schmidt for the subcommittee on committees of the Policy
Committee .
PROFESSOR SCHMIDT

The subcommittee - -

HEADY
If you don't
Excuse me, Professor Schmidt .
mind waiting,
· ·
we have a request for a guest to sit in on
the Faculty meeting . Mr . Julien .
MR . JULIEN . Mr. President, the University has, as
a_visitor from Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, Professor Sergio
Diaz . His office is untranslatable .
In Portuguese, it's
the Chefe
Assessoria Universitaria
U1~versidade
Gama Filho.and more or less is the chief of';..~dministrative
coordinating greup in
the University. Professor Sergio Diaz .

da

4a

HEADY
I take it , sir, that the applause you got
may be adequate as constituting approval for you to visit

Introduction
o f Visitor
fr o m Brazi l
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our meeting.
I want to welcome you, and we are glad to
have you here . Now, Professor Schmidt.
SCHMIDT
For the Policy Committee subcommittee on
Addition of
committees, item number two in the agenda, we are recommend- Ex Officio
Members to
ing that two nonvoting and ex officio members be added to
Registration
the Registration Committee. That Committee consists now
Committee
of seven faculty members. Two nonvoting ex officio members
would be the Registrar and the director of data processing,
both of whom have a great deal to contribute to the deliberations and work of t ha t Committee dealing with registrations . The Policy Committee moves the acceptance.
HEADY

Is there a second?

FACULTY MEMBER

Second.

HEADY
It has been moved and seconded. Is there
any discussion on the motion? If not, are you ready to vote?
Those in favor please say "aye"; opposed, "no". The motion
is carried.
We also have as a third item the replacement on the
Student Standards Committee. Professor Schmidt.
SCHMIDT
These replacements a~e due to the persons
who were on that Committee and who are no longer with us
this year for one reason or another. The replacement on
the Committee, we are suggesting Professor Susan Dewitt
from the English department. She was an alternate to the
Committee originally. We also needed, then, to select a
new alternate and that is Professor Theodore Parnall from
law . I move the acceptance.
HEADY

Is there a second to the motion?

PROFESSOR CHRISTMAN

say

II

Replacements
on Student
Standards
Committee

Second.

HEADY
Is there discussion? Those in favor please
•
aye"; opposed "no". The motion is carried.

The next item is the change in name and functions
of the Publications committee. Professor Christman.

Name of Publications Committee
Changed to
F
PROFESSOR CHRISTMAN
At a recent meeting of the
University
haculty Policy Committee, we undertook some business that
Press Commitad been pending quite a while, as you can see, by t 1 e
tee; New
copy enclosed in your agenda.
It is initiated by the Univer-state~ent of
Sity Publications Committee which in 1969 made a restudy
Functions
'
Adopted

10-12-71
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of its functions and what i t had been doing and it decided
it would be appropriate to have a name change from the University Publications Committee to the University Press Committe
and to have the functions more clearly described, what they
have been doing all along, so the Faculty Committee moves
for your approval this change in the Faculty Handbook.
HEADY
The motion is to change the statement of
functions and the name of the Committee as set forth on the
sheet that was distributed?
CHRISTMAN
HEADY

Yes, sir .

Is there a second to that motion?

FACULTY MEMBER

Second.

HEADY
Is there discussion on the motion? Ar e you
ready to vote? Those in favor please say "aye"; opposed
"no". The motion is carried .
We now return to the report of ISRAD subcorrunittee
of the Research Policy Committee concerning questions
raised by members of the faculty relative to the text of
the proposed ISRAD charter . This is a carryover from last
meeting and this is a report as requested by the faculty
from this Commit tee at the las t meeting . Professor Nason,
chairman of the ISRAD subcommittee .
PROFESSOR NASON
Mr . Chairman , the ISRAD subcommittee
of the Research Poli c y Committee herewith addresses itself
~nee again to t he subject of the proposed ISRAD charter
in the pious h o pe tha t s uch will put an end upon the matter .
I think i t totally u nnecessary to review all of
the issues which were joined in February and early March
of this year , or t he degree of psychi c heat generated thereby . I do think it appropr iate to recall to this body the
~ense of urgency it communicated to the subcommittee upon
issuin g 1· t its
·
c harge .
ISRAD was perceived by many as a three million dollar
enterprise, freq u ently engaged in extra- mural functions,
Whose style of o peration might impinge upon the University's
r:Putation witho ut the faculty's hav ing any clearly identifiable role in determining the ethical propriety or t e
tee nical feasibility of projects undertaken .
It was further felt that adequate mechanisms had not been stipulated

Operational
Ch arter for
ISRAD

10-12-71
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for the engagement of faculty expertise and student involvement in ISRAD sponsored research and action programs. A
1968 attempt at faculty input had to all intents and purposes lain fallow -- I refer to the so-called Draft IV -and its intent had largely been overlooked .
The subcommittee initiated in mid-March an arduous
series of meetings and hearings.
It heard enough testimony
to substantiate the faculty's concern and quickly concluded that its first and principal order of business was
-. to produce a set of guidelines which would formalize
the structure of ISRAD, provide a specific mechanism for
faculty-ISRAD interrelationships and insure the faculty
an adequate role in the decision-making processes.
At the end of the past academic year, given the
overriding sense of urgency, the subcommittee produced a
charter draft which, though not perfect was certainly per fectable , hoping that it could be promulgated immediately
in order to contend with certain issues of considerable
ical concern to the members of this body. The supposi tion was that it couldbe tested in terms of operational
experience and modified as required. Faculty action
reduced it to the status o f a negotiating document, urgency
to the contrary notwithstanding.
The University administration, sensitive to what it
took to be a degree of urgency on the part of the faculty,
~esponded promptly by inviting summer negotiation and,
it must be said in all honesty, that the administrators
participated in those negotiations objectively, rationally,
~nd in a spirit of fairness.
Though time did not permit
its second passage through the Research Policy Committee
and the Faculty Policy Committee, t e modified and abbreviated document was presented on schedule to the general
faculty at the first meeting of the current academic year .
Though a graduate seminar kept me away from that meeting
-- as this meeting is keeping me away from a graduate
s~m~nar -- I judge from the transcript and cert~in depositions received by the subcommittee that technical concerns have again outweighed the initial sense of urgency.
Whatever the case, the subcommittee was reconvened
ana ha s proposed certain changes and emendations
·
· tl1e
in
text
·
·
.
of the Operational Charter. These, wi· th minor
mo d ihc a t·ions, have been approved by the Research Po 1·icy
C~mmittee and the Faculty Policy Committee. They have likeWis
'
' . t ra t.ion.
e received the concurrence of the university
a d minis

001.05
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Though such changes may not yet yield the definitive version,
which many of us feel will not emerge until the Charter is
tested operationally, the subcormnittee contends that it is
thoroughly viable, that it contains the means for its own
modification, and that it should be promulgated now because
of actual and potential faculty interest in programs in
which ISRAD is already engaged .
As we proceed to the discussion of changes proposed,
you should be aware that there were two issues on which the
subcommittee held its ground .
The first concerns the method
of nomination of faculty members to the Executive Committee
of ISRAD.
The subcorrunittee was not persuaded that the
Faculty Policy Cormnittee is empowered by the present language
of the Faculty Constitution to name any but members of
standing committees, and there is substantial doubt whether
the proposed Executive Committee of ISRAD would constitute
a "standing" committee. Additionally, the subcommittee
is persuaded that the mechanism devised by the Research Policy Committee -- itself one of the largest and more representative of all standing committeess -- is more systematic
and much more likely to produce membership qualified and
committed to such demanding service than are the routine
procedures currently followed by the Faculty Policy Committee.
Secondly , the subcormnittee concluded by rejecting
the proposition that committee membership should some how
be stratified in terms of the disciplines and colleges potentially or actually involved in ISRAD programs. From
a pr~tical standpoint , achieving the mix of staggered terms
and specific constituencies would be extremely complicated.
Nor would equity likely be reached in view of the large numbers
of disciplines potentially competing for a mere five seats
~n that committee .
Philosophically the subcommitte has,
if anything , shifted away somewhat from the concept of segmental representation, since the issues to be confronted
may as likely be ethical as technical.

.:t

All of the changes hereinafter to be discussed, includ·ing some modifications proposed by the administration,
· ·
·
have been cleared with the ResearchPolicy Committee and
t.e Faculty Policy Committee and have received administrative concurrence .
The Faculty Policy Committee will subsequently introduce a motion arrogating unto itself the
no ·
.
·
·
s·mination
of members for service on the Executive
Committee.
ince this initiative was neither generated by the subcomI!U.tt ee nor cleared subsequently thro u gh its
.
parent commi' t tee, the Research Policy committee, i t does not constitute

0
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a part of this subcommittee's report.
I would only urge
that, whatever the general ~aculty's decision, it be taken
today in the interest of delaying no longer the implementation of the proposed ISRAD Charter .
Before commenting upon the proposed revisions and
moving the adoption of the Charter, permit me to indicate
two minor changes in wording on the mimeographed sheets
circulated in advance of today's meeting. The latter had
to be reproduced prior to the Faculty Policy Committee
meeting of Wednesday; hence last-minute modifications
could not be incorporated.
Your attention is called to the last complete line
of text under item 2. III. Please strike the "/or 11 ,
causing ~he sentence to read as follows :
"Existing
grievance procedures applicable respectively to acade mic
and non-academic staff will be followed for the adjudication of the rights of faculty and non-academic personnel."
In the last line of the same page, please strike
the wording "unexpected and/or unanticipated" . The sent ence will now read :
"Should the holder of such an
appointment who is a tenured faculty member or has pre sumption of tenure find his services to ISRAD jeopardized
as a result of loss of project funds . .. et cetera . "
Proposed changes in the text of the charter, as ini.
tiated by the ISRAD subcommittee of the Research Policy
Committee and approved by the Faculty Policy Cornmittee
and university administration are as you see before you .
I Will speak briefly to them .
.
Item o n e , page three, Roman Numeral II(B) , the Executive Committee :
substitute for the first sentence :
"T e
Institute Executive cornmitte e shal l consist of the Execu~ive Director and two associate directors of ISRAD . " This
i~ one of the first changes .
It was felt that some limitation ought to be placed on the number of associate directors
so represented. Then :
"one member at large appointed by
the President " __ and this was in response to what we felt
a very valid objection on the part of a faculty member to
t~e effect that t he original postulate, namely:
that the
vice-president for research be a member of the Executive
Committee, was somehow indefensible in that the net effect
Of th at would be to have the vice- president reporting
.
h.
is
own findings to himself at the conclusion of the committee's
del i'b eration . Sinc e we were not interested in
·
·
b ing
·
distur

10-12-71
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or creating any imbalance between administrative and faculty
representation, we proposed that one member at large be
appointed by the President. Now this may have the -- serve
the dual function of allowing the President to compensate
for some particularly disciplinary lack in the constitution
of the Executive Committee. For example, if some college
feels greatly comrni tted to it, but does not have by the
elective process a member placed on the committee, the President might, for example, name the dean of that college to
the Executive Committee .
The final modification in this sentence was the
changing of the word "to represent", the latter to represent, now reads "the latter to include disciplinary areas
most relevant to the character of the centers and programs
operating under ISRAD auspices."
I have already made some comment on this point and
I think the intent here will be clear .
It is not possible
to represent all of the areas .
It is not neceesarily desirable that they be exclusively that kind of representation.
On page four, paragraph two, sentence two :
The
proposed substitute wording is as follows:
"In carry ing
out such responsibilities the Committee shall communicate
its decisions to the vice - president for Research," et cetera .
T~e previous wording had read "make recommendations". Obviously, it is the function of the Executive Committee to
arrive at decisions and those having been arrived at, the
~ext step is that of communicating them to the those administrative officers responsible. Hence, this change in
wording .
.
Page four , paragraph three replaces an entire sentence
in Which, initially, the function of the Executive Corcunittee was simply to assist in the selection of a director,
should a vacancy occur :
The exception was taken, as I remember it from the transcript , to the rather ineffectual
nature of the verb "to assist 11 •
we have attempted to make
th'
'
. is explicit and we have stated:
"In the event of vacancy
in the directorship, the Executive Committee shall conduct
recruitment and make recommendations to the administration
relev an t to the appointment
.
of a rep 1 acemen t • "
Under Roman Numeral III, which portion of the charter
describes tne kinds of relationships which should exist
between ISRAD and the academic corcununity, you will note reVisions on page six, paragraph three, sentence two, and it

10-12-71
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actually continues over onto page seven. The proposed revision is as follows -- this was simply a matter in which
the President called to our attention the ambiguity of the
preceding statement which had read, "Existing grievance procedures applicable both to academic and non-academic staff,"
which left the impression that a person feeling aggrieved
could make supplication under either or both of the sets of
systems provided for academic and non-academic staff. Hence,
we have substituted the adverb "respectively" so that it
willclearlY intend -- the clear intention will be one or the
other :
"Existing grievance procedures applicable respectively to academic and non-academic staff will be followed
for the adjudication of the rights of faculty and/or nonacademic personnel ."
The final sentence of this page -- I beg your pardon,
this is page seven, paragraph one, sentence number two, the
proposed revision is as follows -- by the way , this modification is an attempt to make explicit the kinds of personnel
to whom the provision here apply:
"Should the holder of such
an appointment who is a tenured faculty member or has presumption of tenure find his services to ISRAD jeopardized
as a result of unexpected and/or unanticipated loss of
project funds" and so forth.
Finally, on page eleven, which is the last paragraph
of the document, we have inserted one sentence in an attempt
to accommodate some of the specific queries raised by VicePresident Travelstead. The sentence proposed is as follows :
"ISRAD is not authorized to grant academic degrees; neither
may it offer credit courses." This is an unfortunately
negative kind of statement, but it was a great deal more -great deal briefer to say what it could not do than .to
enumerate all the things that it could do. But, in the event
that any concern should be subsequently raised about it,
about the original intent of this sentence, the committee
felt that Doctor Travelstead's text should be read into the
transcript of this meeting, so that a point of reference
would be available to anyone interested.
His points were basically these.
On page eleven,
Paragraph three -- well, I don't know whether you need to
re~ate all of these to the specific paragraphs, but the
Point was as follows:
"Instructional programs conducted in
co~junction with ISRAD wil l be governed by the following
guidelines:
"One, all courses which carrycredit leading toward

1
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an associate or bachelor's degree at U.N . M. must be approved
by, and offered through one of the regular academic departments or colleges. Such courses must carry the prefix of
the department offering the course: e.g., Sociology 032, or
Educational Foundations 149, et cetera.
"Point two, if and when ISRAD wishes to have some of
its instructional work count toward an associate degree at
U.N . M., it must, in advance of the work being done by students enrolled in ISRAD projects, persuade appropriate
officials in one of the schools or colleges authorized to
grant associate degrees to make provision for the identification and recognition of such work through courses numbered
0-99. If approved, such courses would carry the prefix of
the department or college concerned . 11
And finally:
"ISRAD is not authorized to offer
either the bachelor's or the associate degree."
We felt that i t would probably increase the bulk of
the document excessively to include all of these specifi cations, but we wouldlike to have it read into the record
and I will turn this over to the stenographer so those are
available.
Mr. Chairman, I move the adoption of the proposed
operational charter for the Institute of Social Research
and Development, as modified by the foregoing changes in
language .
I further propose that it enter into effect this
date.
(There were several seconds.)
HEADY
You have heard the motion . Professor Nason,
I would like comment on your last phrase that earlier I,
Particularly, had understood this would go to the Regents .
NASON
You are correct, yes .
I meant -- yes, you
are correct on that.
So revise the motion to read that I
move the adoption of the proposed operational charter for
t~e Institute of Social Research and Development , as modified by the foregoing changes in language.
I further proPose that it be referred to the Regents for concurrence .
HEADY

Is there a second to the motion?

CHRISTMAN

Second .

I

'

I#
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HEADY
I have heard the motion and the second.
there discussion? Professor Christman.

00
Is

CHRISTMAN
Thank you.
I guess I can be pretty brief.
I don't know whether to take up point by point some of the
arguments raised by Professor Nason or not.
HEADY

You want to come over here with your notes?

CHRISTMAN
Thank you.
In terms of why we feel that
we have to propose an amendment to the charter, I do want
to say before I propose the amendment, that we certainly
concur with him that it would be of the utmost interest to
the faculty to have a charter approved today, and that we
concur with all the things that he has recommended and, in
fact, suggested a few of them to him that he called to your
attention.
So the Faculty Policy Committee has reviewed the ISRAD
Operational Charter, including its changes proposed by the
Nason Committee and is on record as supporting this proposed
charter, with one change relative to the source of nomination of faculty members. The change is that the Faculty
Policy Committee shall undertake this responsibility in con~ection with its own committee nominating functions. Accordingly,
we move the substitution of the word "faculty" for
II
research" on page three, part two, paragraph (B), line eight.
If this amendment is accepted it will then read:
"The five
faculty members and two alternates shall be nominated by
the Faculty Policy Committee, subject to approval by the
President of the University and confirmation by the general
faculty. 11
We further move the adoption of the slate of nominees,
as originally proposed by the Research Policy Committee, in
Order to make this thing ful~y implementable at the earliest
opportunity for the first term of office . That slate was
already proposed by the ISRAD Charter Selection Committee.
I don't know whether, Mr. President , those are two separate
amendments, but I think the fact that we have the second one
Prepared should have some bearing on how some people may
want to vote on the first one.
HEADY
r would suggest that we first deal with the
:endment that has to do with the change in the language of
e charter and r would think that only after we have come
t~.the Point of having an approved charter do.we get to ~he
pint as to whether we want to ratify or confirm the nominees.

10-12-71
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CHRISTMAN
All right.
I then modify the motion to
end at the place where we merely propose a change to the Faculty Policy Committee for the Research Policy Committee.
HEADY

Second to that motion?

(Thereupon, the motion was duly seconded.)
HEADY
All right, the proposal is on page three of
the draft charter that was distributed before the last meeting and it would substitute the word "faculty" for the word
"research" so that it would read "nominated by the Faculty
Policy Committee" rather than the Research Policy Committee.
Is there discussion on the amendment?
PROFESSOR RIGSBY
Professor, I was on this ISRAD
committee and we considered the possibility of letting the
Faculty Policy Committee, you know, originate these nominations but then decided that it wasn't possible to do this
under existing Faculty Handbook language, which restricts
the Faculty Policy Committee to nominations to standing
committees and this ISRAD Executive Committee is not a
standing committee. Then we moved over to the mechanism
using the Research Policy Committee. Am I right? Aren't
I right on this, Marshall? So that in order to pass this
~endment we will also have to pass, you know, other enabling
ma~hinery to give the Faculty Policy Committee this power,
which it doesn ' t have now. So I am not speaking against the
content but I am speaking against the form of the amendment.
HEADY

Professor Alexander.

PROFESSOR ALEXANDER
I beg to disagree with that
judgment. I don ' t believe there's anything restrictive in
the language of our present constitution that limits the
appointments , or nominations, rather, on the Faculty Policy
Comm·
·
. ittee merely to standing committees. The committee
Slt
'
' d
uation
became so amorphous a few years ago that I t rie
to make , at that time, three categories of committees and
I found that it was impossible -- that there were no longer
Faculty standing committees, in effect. There were just
standing committees at the University, some of which were
more beholden to the administration, some more to the faculty,
some more to the students, but all of them had some mixture
of faculty and many times students and administrative numbers,
so that it then devolved that this procedure was -- the best
Procea ure was for the Policy Committee to simply
·
ta k e care 0 f

00

2
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all faculty members, whatsoever, no matter to what committee
they were to be appointed. This was the way we have been
operating ever since, so I think that the language "a faculty
standing cornrni ttee" is obsolete and has not been followed
for some time and shouldn't be of prime consideration here.
HEADY

Professor Cottrell.

PROFESSOR COTTRELL
I might add to what Professor
~ lexander said. The bylaws permit the Faculty Policy Committee to nominate and to create any sort of committee that it
sees fit to in carrying out its duties.
It is also the
committee which nominates the Research Policy Committee, whi ch
would be rather strange that we have a situation where it
can nominate the Research Policy Committee but cannot nominate
a committee which at this time we are suggesting be nominated
by the Research Policy Committee. I think that it's a contradiction that legally does not, in fact, exist.
HEADY

Is there further discussion?

Professor Nason.

NASON
Assuming it is constitutionally appropriate,
and I think, frankly, the handbook statement should be modified to make this point clear, but it is certainly not clear
at the present time: At the risk of casting myself in the
role of a constructionist, it seems to me the faculty, at
least, ought to be aware of what the alternatives are.
It
has. been the feeling of the subcommittee and the Research
Policy Committee that the demands on the time of members of
the Executive Committee of ISRAD are going to be exceedingly
great. It is going to require a considerable amount of
commitment in order to serve effectively. It did seem to
u~ that the faculty policy mechanism for permitting nominations was probably more superficial, less searching, than
that devised for the RPC in this instance. Having served
on the Faculty Policy Committee, I am aware that, as all
of you probably are that the choices are made from ranked
Preferences stated ~y faculty members. These are correlated
by a mountain of IBM printouts by :a committee of the Faculty
Po1·icy Committee subcomittee and they are brought before the
fa culty and examined to the extent that the Faculty Policy
Comm·ittee have some knowledg e about the people propose d ·
But this is only a chance adventure at best. On the other
hana , the procedure followed by the Policy Committee was
rather more systematic in that it solicited
·
· · d ua 1
by i· n d ivi
manifestations interest from faculty members and asked that
th~y set forth the kinds of qualifications which they felt
suited them for this kind of committee service and it was

10-.12-71
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from this kind of input that the slate was prepared, the
slate of candidates from which the proposed membership has
been elected .
I think the faculty should know that the chances of
conciliation of talents, desires, and capabilities is probably better under the system proposed by the subcommittee
than by the amendment •
HEADY

Professor Schmidt.

SCHMIDT
I would like to ask Professor Nason why he
ass umes that the subcommittee of the Policy Committee can
not exercise the same degree of scrutiny as you assume would
be exercised by the Research Policy Committee?
NASON
Well, i t may, certainly, if it takes this
particular mechanism out of the general mechanisms for
nominations to faculty standing committees . But it does not
have a special procedure set up for that .

HEADY

Professor Zepper.

PROFESSOR ZEPPER
I would like to submit that neither group is using the language or addressing itself to
a major point that was b r ought out at the last meeting,
that these disciplinary areas that are supposed to be represented by the faculty are those most relevant. It seems
to me a study needs to be done, whether it's by the Policy
Co~ittee or by the Research Policy Committee , to determine
this . Then solicit these areas and I would submit that if
we d~ pass the Policy Committee to do this, that they would
be directed to institute a very comprehensive type of study
of this type of point and then solicit those people who would
be Willing to serve on this committee for ISRAD.
HEADY

Professor Darling.

PROFESSOR DARLING
I think there has been an allusion
here th at it w_as used by the Policy Committee an d subcommittee on committees and that kind of thing . It has been my
experience in working with committees so far this year, this
summer, that they have been very careful and very deliberate ·
.
f
in their consideration of requests, mostly through
acuity members and kind of needs that exist on committees.
The
f aculty here' this afternoon approved three items
·
.
:
item number two three and four, and received, I think,
caref
'
'
.
ul and deliberate consideration by the subcommittee on

00114
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corrunittees and the Faculty Policy Committee and in the policy
Corrunittee.
I think Professor Zepperts remarks are clearly in
order. I think there are at this time some urgency in getting
them into operation at the present time. Therefore, I would
support the amendment •
I think we have acted as a faculty wisely on points
numbered two, three, and four, that were referred to us by
the Faculty Policy Committee and I think the same kind of
thing can operate with respect to the members of the committee that goes on the ISRAD governing committee.
HEADY

Professor Woodhouse.

PROFESSOR WOODHOUSE
I have not heard yet a good
reason why the Policy Committee should have the responsibility for nominating members of the ISRAD Executive Committee. I have heard reasons given why the Research Policy
Committee should not have it, but it seems to me that the
Research Policy Committee is in a rather unique position to
understand what the needs of the ISRAD organization are.
Perhaps in ~a closer communication with ISRAD by virtue of
their responsibilities as a research committee. I notice
in the charter that the committee -- the Executive Committee for ISRAD is supposed to be subcommittee of the Research
Policy Committee, so that this implies some sort of constant communication between the ISRAD Executive Committee
and the Research Policy Committee of the University.
I
should think that on the basis of that kind of communication the Research Policy Committee would be in a better
position to engage in nominating the members for the ISRAD
conunittee and the procedure that they did follow in the
Past does seem to be as inclusive and as fair as the method
followed by the Faculty Policy Committee in appointing all
the other cornmi ttees.
HEADY

Professor Alexander .

ALEXANDER
HEADY

If you will pardon my speaking once more

Our operating bylaws give you two chances.

ALEXANDER
Thank you.
I will try to be brief. IDwo
Points in answer to Professor Woodhouse : The reason for
turning this over to the Policy Committee is, basically, that
the Policy Committee has in front of it at one time in the
Year, the whole array of faculty committee appointments and
can make, I believe, a better adjustment and size up the

10-12-71

P. 15

situation better than a committee that makes this without
having that broad vision at that time. Secondly, it is my
understanding that ISRAD is not solely a research organization, but they have other aspects and facets to their work,
which would be better viewed from the point of view from
the Policy Committee than from the point of view of research.
HEADY

Dean Lawrence.

DEAN LAWRENCE
I would like to speak in favor of
the amendment, basically, because the excellent method wh i ch
Professor Nason has underlined obviously does not meet the
intent, at least as I read it, to include disciplinary areas
most relevant to the character of ISRAD operations.
It
clearly does not in this instance.
I refer to a report from the director of ISRAD dated
September 20th, which indicated all of the faculty members
who were involved in ISRAD programs, nine of the twenty-six
were from the College of Education, three of the twenty-six
are supported in part by funds from outside of ISRAD from
within the college~
Those three happen to be from the
College of Education.
I ·.think, if for no other reason that
we hope the Policy Committee will be more reasonable in the
way it makes its nominations to the faculty, that we would
ask that its -- where the nominations come from.
HEADY

Professor Scaletti.

PROFESSOR SCAL~TTI
Dean Lawrence, I object to the
Wora "reasonable". As a member of the Research Policy
Committee, I will speak in favor of the amendment made by
~rofessor Christman.
r, too, feel that it is far more
important to get the ISRAD charter adopted and in effect.
I would speak for this motion, that we allow the wording
to ~tand, that the Faculty Policy Committee makes the
nominations.
I hope that it will serve as it has always
served to make equitable membership to various committees.
There is one dilemm~ but I think we can work that dilemma
out . th
,
.
. t.
wi
the Faculty Policy Committee making nomina ions
to a committee and then appointing it as a permanent subcomm·ittee to another committee that has to watch over it
·
ove~ the year.
But I think we could work that out. That's
a m1.nor detail.
amenam

I think it is far more important that we accept this
en

t

and accept the charter.

I•
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HEADY
Is there further discussion of the a mendmen t?
If not, are you ready to vote on the amendment? I know that
some people h ave come in since we started, so I think it
would be good to review where we are . This is on page three
of the draft charter for ISRAD , and the amendment woul d sub stitute for Research Policy Committee to nominate faculty
members for the ISRAD subcommittee, substitute the Facul t y
Policy Committee for Research Policy Committee.
If there is no further discussion we will vote o n
the amendment. Those in favor of the amendment please say
"aye" ; opposed "no".
The motion is carried. The amendment
is adopted.
Now we have before us the motion made by Professor
Nason that we adopt the proposed operational charter for ISRAD,
as modified by the revisions which were presented, and thi s
wi ll i nclude this amendment that we have now adopted. Al so ,
he moved that the charter be referred to the Re g e nts f o r c o ncurrence.
Is there further discussion? Prof essor Tonigan.
I would appreciate a clarificaPROFESSOR TONIGAN
tion from Professor Nason on the extent of t h e committee of
Is that intended to b e a facu lty
the one member at large .
member?
NASON
No .
I have explained that in my presentation.
The one nominated by the Presi d ent?
TONIGAN

Yes.

NASON
No .
It was intended to ma intain the original
balance between administrat ive and faculty representation on
the committee and hence I would expect it to be clearly
an administrative
- · ·
' appointment
'
.
TONIGAN
NASON

Adminis t rative appointment?

Appointee?

Yes .

PROFESSOR DRUMMOND
Did not it say the one member
from the administration selected by the President?
NASON

I t hink t h at would be --

.
DRUMMOND
ciation
NASON

This c o uld be a member of the Alumni Asso-

No comment .
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HEADY
Is there further discussion on the motion?
Professo·r Tonigan.
TONIGAN
I move that that phrase be amended to be
one administrative appointee instead of one member.
HEADY

One administrative --

TONIGAN

I guess one administrative member.

HEADY
One administrative member? You are substituting one administrative member for member at large?
TONIGAN
istrative" .
HEADY

One member.

I am adding the word "admin-

One administrative member at large?

TONIGAN

Yes .

MR. DURRIE

Appointed by the President.

TONIGAN

Yes.

HEADY
All right. So the amendment would .. add the
one word "administrative" before "member at large", is that
correct?
TONIGAN
HEADY

Yes.
Is there a second to that proposed amendment?

(The motion was duly seconded.)
HEADY

Is there discussion?

DEAN HUBER
HEADY

I have a question, Mr. President.

Dean Huber.

HUBER
What do you mean by "administrative member"?
Do You mean an administrator or do you mean that it can be
anyone appointed by the administration? I don't see that
You
·
· g
to hav
. e clarified
anything.
I thi· nk tha t i· f you are ~oin
t 0 give the administration the President, an opportunity
ma k e an appointment he ' would be very happy to have him
·
appo.
'
t~
int a faculty member for that matter, if he so chose.
"Hat I S
'
wrong with "a member" of the Alumni Associa t ion,
f

'

'
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incidentally?
HEADY
Further discussion on the amendment? If not,
are you ready to vote? Do you all understand the amendment?
HUBER

No.

I still didn't get an answer to my question.

HEADY

You do understand the amendment?

HUBER
I only understand the word "administrative",
but I am asking the maker of the motion, what does he mean
by it?
HEADY

Do you care to respond?

TONIGAN
I have been trying to find out what an admini strator in this town means since I have been here and
I would not undertake to define it now.
HEADY

Professor Regener?

REGENER
You mean to exclude the faculty member who
is not an administrator?
TONIGAN
I don't know.
I am listed in one category
as an administrator; after certain regulations come out I
am an administrator and under other regulations I am a faculty member . I think this might tend to be clarified .

0

(There was a general calling for the question.)
0

HEADY
Is there further discussion? If not, those
in favor of the amendment please say "aye" -- excuse me .
Do you want to say something?
PROFESSOR TOMASSON
The only difference between this
ana the old version is you inserted the word "two" associate directors and you remove the academic vice-president
~nd substituted one member at large appointed by the Presldent
·
' 1.s that right?

true .
down .

NASON
That's not quite right, but in essence, it 's
We also changed t he wor d to use the Verb "to" lower

eet· TOMASSON
All r come down to , my point of the last
1.ng, I don ' t think the director and two associate

..
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HEADY
I don't think that's pertinent at this point.
If you want to bring that up later, you may.
Is there further discussion on this amendment? Those in favor please
say "aye"; opposed "no".
The motion is lost.
Is there further discussion on the main motion?
(There was a general calling for the question.)
HEADY

Are you ready to vote on the question?

DRUMMOND
What happens, if I may, on page eleven,
paragraph three? We are asked to insert something, but
there is a final sentence in that paragraph and is this -I just wonder.
Is this to be omitted or is it to be retained?
NASON
It was not the subcommittee intent~on to
suppress that.
It is just retained. Just a modification
as an insertion.
HEADY
Any other questions? Are you ready to vote
on the main motion? Those in favor please say "aye";
opposed "no". The motion is carried.
Now since that concludes faculty action on the operation or charter for ISRAD, I think it wouldbe appropriate
now to deal with the matter of the f aculty members for the
IS RAD Exe cu ti ve Commit tee, and that means that the Faculty
p 0 1·
icy Committee has now been empowered to perform that
function .
CHRISTMAN
HEADY

Yes, and we are now ready to do that.

All right.

CHRISTMAN
I would like to stand corrected if I make
an error in names Professor Nason, by the Faculty Policy
Comm·ittee recommending
'
the original slate, or the last slate
recommended by you in your September meeting.
The names I
hhave listed are -- please stop me if I am wrong -- Woodouse fr
.
om Sociology, two years -HEADY

It is in the minutes of the last meeting.

CHRISTMAN
All right, I will start over, then. Professor Cohen from Economics for the two-year term; Mr . Mondragon f rom Community Med icine for the three-year t erm ;
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Professor Nason, Latin American center, for the one-year term;
Professor Woodhouse of Sociology for the two-year term; Professor Whan, Nuclear and Chemical Engineering, three-year
term; then the alternates would be Professor Sickels of Political Science and Professor Peters of the Business and Administrative Sciences. This is now our proposed slate, since
you passed the amendment.
HEADY

Is there a second to the motion?

(The motion was duly seconded.)
HEADY
It's been moved and seconded that the faculty
confirm these nominees for the ISRAD Executive Committee.
I might say that the charter draft requires approval by the
President · of the nominees.
I have previously approved
this list of nominees as submitted by the Research Policy
Committee and I am prepared to approve the same list as
submitted by the Faculty Policy Committee.
Is there discussion on the motion?
PROFESSOR LENBERG
Could we hear justification as to
why persons were nominated in light of the motion that we
have just passed, where it says the latter to include -this is the first page of the proposed revision, point one,
page three:
"The latter to include disciplinary areas most
relevant to the character of the centers and programs operating under ISRAD auspices."
If ' we could have clarification
of that.
CHRISTMAN
Who do you want the clarification from?
The Policy Committee or Professor Nason?
LENBERG

Either, as long as it's clarified.

CHRISTMAN
The Policy committee's assumption of this
is th at we were completely convinced, in terms of the urgency
?f the matter that has been pending for more than a year now
~n various committees and because it would obviously be
inop erab le were you to' take the action you have area
1
d Y t a k en
and.were we to have to go back and convene and have separate
nominat
·
ed
ions
all over again, in terms o f urgency. We accept
.
b at our committee meeting the slate previously proposed
~ the Research Policy committee subcommittee on ISRAD
~ arter, or the subcommittee on nominations as the case may
t~~ We also are quite convinced there is no way we can at
18 stage make five members spread over all the proportionate
Parts and have someone represent all the facu 1 ty me mb ers that

2
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have some feeling about it, not in a short period of time.
NASON
Simply a point of clarification: The slate
was not devised and proposed by the subcommitte but rather
the parent committee, by the Research Policy Com~ ittee. I
don't know whether Professor Scaletti has any thing to say
t o t hat subject or not.
SCALETTI
Well, it does not include some of the
disciplines that are relevant to ISRAD, but it doesn't, of
course -- we have to exclude others.
HEADY
Scaletti?

Would you speak a little louder, Profe ssor

SCALETTI
It doesn't say that we have to exclude
others. We have included and we h a ve not excluded.
HEADY

Professor Zepper?

ZEPPER
I want to speak against this particular motion for any of these appointments going beyond one year ..
I. can see the urgency of getting the committe opera ting
wi th ISRAD, but I can't see the urgency of having peop le
committed for two or three years when it's possibl e during
that time for the Policy Committee to make a study relating
to. the point that was already mentioned and to find out
whi ch areas of disciplinary areas within the University are
most relevant and then come back to the faculty at the end
of that one year with recommendations more consistent with
the study that has been done to these relevant areas.
HEADY
I would point out, Professor Zepper, that
the charter just adopted does make provision about staggering the terms of office and says -ZEPPER
Yes I am aware of that, but I still think
·
·
could operate and' have an interim group before this
is
done by th e Policy
.
.
Committee.

We

HEADY
t h.

TOMASSON

Professor Tomasson.

r

would 1 ike to speak for the motion.

I

y lnk this is a very good committee and the principle that

v0 ~. can have everybody represented, I don't t h ink is a
a ld Principle. I think it's very p a rochial, because t h ere
are
· they
h so many schools and so many departments that c 1 a im
ave an interest in ISRAD.
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ZEPPER
I don't think that is the issue. We have
adopted a document that says it will adjust the disciplinary
areas most relevant.
TOMASSON
This means that we aren't going to pick
philospphy and not pick English because they are not related
to ISRAD.
r

PROFESSOR FASHING

I think that kind of argument could --

HEADY
Professor Fashing, do you want something?
Is it a point of order?
FASHING
I want to say something eventually, but
it just seems to me that I would like to support any action
which would delay the appointment of this particular committee because I think that the objections by the College of
Education are well taken.
I think that it is not impossible
for the Policy Committee to conduct a study of which departments are, in fact, most interested and most relevant to
the conduct of ISRAD within the next thirty days. Between
now and the next faculty meeting they could come up with an
alternate slate that might be more representative, or to
reaffirm this particular slate.
HEADY

Yes, sir?

PROFESSOR JONAS
Is it clear, Mr. President, that
e~erything is due this committee except this kind of nomination? I am eager to give a few names because (the Reporter
Was unable to hear the speaker) .
HEADY
My impression is whatever their motivations
and Whatever may be the consequences, the members have
accepted these nominations and those nominated have accepted the nominations.
·
·
Professor Caplan.
PROFESSOR CAPLAN
I would like to come back to the
i~estion to the director of the Policy Committee. The queslon Was, did the Policy Committee determine that the
::iointments do, in fact, include disciplinary areas most
evant to the character of the program? The answer we
got.was essentially no.
I would submit, therefore, that the
nominations are not in order since they do not meet the
mandate of the policy we have just voted on, so I would
move th at this
· matter be tabled until
· the nex t mee t 1· ng ·
(The motion was duly seconded.)
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HEADY
It's been moved and seconded that the matter
before us be tabled until the next meeting -- is that what
you said?
HEADY

That is not a debatable motion. Those in
favor of the motion to table please say "aye"; opposed "no".
I think the "noes" have it, but I would be glad to call for
a division if you would like. Anyone want a division?
(Several faculty members called for a division of the
house. )
HEADY
All right.
(Thereupon, a standing vote was
taken counting the members voting on each side of the issue.)
HEADY

no, fifty.

The count is in favor of tabling, forty-eight;
The motion to table is lost.

(There was a general calling for the question .)
HEADY
Are you ready for the question? The motion
now is to confirm these nominations. Those in favor please
say "aye"; opposed "no". I think we better have a division
because I have trouble distinguishing between numbers and
volume ..
(Thereupon a standing and counted vote was taken.)
five .

HEADY
The motion was carried sixty-four to fortyThat disposes of the ISRAD matter .

The last item on the agenda is the report and recom;endations concerning parking. Professor Hufbauer for the
aculty Compensation Committee and Professor Christman for
the Faculty Policy Committee.
PROFESSOR HOFBAUER
The Faculty Compensation Commitmet three times on this issue. Part of our time was
:evoted to fact finding.
We were favored in this effort
y the presence of Dean Adams, Vice-President Perovich, and
tr . Kennedy who were very kind and subjected themse_lves to
Undue a b use, yet in good temper answered the questions .
tee

One of the facts we found, which I know will come as
aar surp rise
·
to you, is that parking has become a revenue
· 9ument, a hundred and eighty thousand dollars revenue, proJected revenue, and only eighty thousand dollars 1s
· sc h e d 1
ea for additional administrative expense . However, we were

Parking

2
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not principally moved by consideration for detail of this
nature of the workings of the system of the projected expenditures over a long period of time .
We were basically
moved by past philosophical considerations and those are
summarized in the handout that was available before the
. eeting that many of you have. Not all the members of the
subcommittee agreed with each of the propositions in the
handout; however, we did feel this agreement on any single
one of the first three propositions , together with the
agreement on the last, was sufficient to defeat the very concept of paid parking.
Individual members of the subcommittee
will speak to the subs tan ti ve arguments .
In presenting the resolution , which appears on the
agenda, I would like to offer a word of thank s to the membe rs
of the Faculty Compensation Committee . This was an unusually productive commi ttee.
In a period of one month we put
an equitable solution to the parking problem, which I understand has vexed the Campus Planning Committee for more than
two years. The solution is contained in the first resolution , which I would like to put in t he form of a motion to
you , and it reads:
"The Campus Planning Committee shall designate suf~i~ient free space for faculty-staff parking in clos e p roximity to academic and administrative buildings so that
assured places are available at all peak parking hours. The
administration shall regularly survey the faculty-staff lots
and report to the Campus Planning Committee so as to insure
the adequate provision of space. 11
Are there members of the committee that would like to
speak to this motion? I would mention them so that the
Pres ident may like to recognize them. That is Professors
Cottrell, Sorenson, and Parker.
HEADY
Before I recognize others, I think we should
ask for a second to the motion you have made. Is there a
second?
COTTRELL

I will second.

HEADY
The motion is before us for discussion.
fessor Christman.

t·

Pro-

CHRISTMAN
I think really we proposed a two-part mo. I think i tern two is also a part of the motion. We
).lon
Ust ·
nappened to number it paragraphs one and two. As I
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understand, this is going to be something decided by the Regents after some hearing, and we don't know exactly when they
will decide it, so I would assume we are going to have some
representation.
I assume it should be two separate motions,
but I think we intended it to be one motion.
(Faculty members were calling that they couldn't hear.)
HUFBAUER
It seems to me that resolution two, in order
for consideration of resolution one passes, if resolution
one fails I am not sure that resolution number two is in
order for consideration. That's why I deferred it.
CHRISTMAN
When we discussed it in the Faculty Policy Committee, we discussed it as one page. I have no objection. I would say if resolution one fails , the whole
thing fails.
If i t passes we already have the implementation worked out and don't have to hassle how we do it.
HEADY
At this p6~nt the motion before us is paragraph one, or resolution number one.
HUFBAUER
I accept the interpretation that he has
given, that one and two is a package, so we can vote on it
as a package .
HEADY
So you want to make your motion to both of
these paragraphs?
HUFBAUER
HEADY
COTTRELL

Right.

Does the seconder agree?
Yes.

HEADY
All right. The motion before us includes both
P~ragraph one and paragraph two in the material that was
distributed with the call to the meeting. Professor Cottrell.
COTTRELL
Mr. Chairman, members of the faculty, I
Would like to add a few comments in regard to the proposal
Which
h
You have received as you came i n t e building .
Particularly if we look at item four, recognition of
t·
ecology problem the statement that the Compensa ion
Comm.
,
. .
.
.
f
lttee endorses progressive elimination of parking rom
th~ lower portions of the campus, I would argue now that
thirty-six and forty-eight dollars a year parking fees will
the
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in no way really cut down on the parking in the core campus.
This is nothing more than a harassment, a means of raising
some additional monies for the University . You want to use
the ecology argument, let's put it -- put a meaningful parking fee there, say two hundred and fifty dollars a year for
reserved parking space, if you want to use that as an argument t o cut down the parking. Let's do something about it.
Thirty-six dollars and forty-eight dollars would be a harassment. I don't think there will be any changes.
The one main thing that might result from that is
really additional disturbance of the surrounding neighborhood of the University, and I think most of you who have
been on campuses around -- been around campuses in larger,
congested cities have had larger parking problems for larger
periods of time and you well recognize that parking occurs
eight and ten blocks away from the campus in surrounding
neighborhoods.
When I was a graduate student at Berkeley ten years
ago I used to park eight and ten blocks aw~y from the campus
because if you came in fo r a nine o'clock class, that was
as near the campus as you could get.
I walked the last
eight or ten blocks in and you disturbed the entire northeastern part of Berkeley by blocking streets everywhere with
these cars. We have some problem of this type already .
I have heard i t expressed from the Campus Planning
Committee that they want to eliminate that. You are not going
to eliminate that.
I think when some of the students have
to start paying thirty-six dollars a year that there's a
~mall percentage that will not find it , they will start parking more and more in the neighborhood and I hope this
· is
· in
·
your consideration.
The faculty might also start parking in the surrounding neighborhood .
The key point there is that it will not solve the
Parking problem.
It.' s a very short-sighted view, in my opinion · If we want to really eliminate parking on t h e cen t ra 1
campus, we ought to take a bolder step in that direction .
In connection with this, paragraph one , the recommendation is there. We do not believe the faculty and staff
should serve as a tax base for their employer and that's
Precisely what it is
It is not going to solve the parking
Prob1 em . It is just • an additional means of revenue for the

001.27
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University.
This is part of the ground which the Compensation Committee goes on record as opposing, the recommendation of the
Campus Planning Committee in this area.
Now there are other things I could say, but in my usual
brief style, I will yield to some other members to speak.
HEADY
I know that Professor Hufbauer gave me a list
of about five names and I assume they are all in favor of
the motion.
It occurs to me that we have an operating rule
here of adjourning by five and not spending more than fortyfive minutes on a subject and I know in the past we have
seemed to agree that insofar as the chair could determine
or anticipate we would try to alternate, so I do not feel
that I am committed to recognizing these particular people
in that order.
If there are others who would like t he floor,
I would say , particularly, if they want to talk on the other
side of the motion -PROFESSOR MORRISON
Mr. Chairman, if Professor
Cottrell will propose his bolder program as a substitute for
this one, I will vote for it. Barring that, I am opposed
to this one because this one says we are not going to do
anything about the parking problem right now.
It's going
to be business as usual at the same old stand.
I don't
think that there's much argument about the fact that the
solution to the problem of transporting twenty thousand peoP~e from all the surrounding territory onto a single square
ile of land is best solved by a single automobile for
every one of them. Everybody knows that there are better
Solutions than that. But we are not going to have any better
:ol~tion until it starts costing people some money out of
heir own pockets.
If the University is going to subsidize part of what
I have to do in order to teach here, I would much rather
~hey Subsidize my insurance or my office or my food or ~lothing or something else than subsidize my private automobile.
That's something that I think I ought to have to pay the
co~t of myself.
If the University continues to support the
Private automobile or any other institution continues to
5 PPort it, pay pa~king
whatever it costs to provide all
the p ar k.1ng space anybody
'
.
·
·
wants then the University
is
guilty of creating the problem. '
I support the original proposition, whi ch says fifty-dollar

.,i • •
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parking fee, and if we want to raise that to a hundred dollars in order to make it more effective, I would support
that , too.
I really think people who say that they believe
in ecology and all that, but not if it is go ing to cost me
anything, don't really mean what they are saying.
HEADY

You want the floor, Professor Sorenson?

PROFESSOR SORENSON
I would like to urge the recommendation presented to you today. I think it's clear that
really all of us who favor a rational solution to the parki ng problem , and we members of the Compensation Committee
are not opposed to it, but we are inclined to believe that
the proposal that was submitted to us by the Planning Committee is neither a good one nor an equitable one, and we,
therefore , would really like to have the opportunity to go
to the Regents and try to discuss some of these problems.
Now the problems run a wide range. Some of them have
been mentione d by Marion , but there are a number of others.
In terms of the proposal that was presented to us
originally not being a good one, a good one in our opinion,
well, there's a question of the administrative costs that
have been listed in that proposal and to some of us, they
appear to be excessive. They are proposing a manager and
assistant manager, a number of bookkeepers, state meter
maids, additional student help , and it comes to a formidable salary. We think perhaps that that could be cut in two.
to that , the University, up until now, has been
pIn addition
.
roviding us with a service, a necessary service and a ve ry
Valuable one, and they have been putting in quite a bit of
money. If I am not mistaken, the figure of eighty to a
hundred thousand dollars a year wa s originally submitted.
The interesting thing about the proposal as it has been
presented to us is not at all clear as to how much, really,
~f that money is going to continue to come from the admini stration. We feel really that perhaps there should be some
sh aring
·
·
of the cost and we would like some clarity
on that.
We didn't have time really, I think, to examine the
question to the extent tha~ we would like to and we certainly
didn 't get all the hard information that we were looking for.
.
In addition to that, there is a question really of
thi s Proposal coming up at this particular time .
It seems
t o me that at a moment when the question of wages and price
·
controls are still in effect, the whole problem , really, of
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salaries, is a delicate one. We should not really be think ing in terms, really, of eliminating services , and we are
cutting into fringe benefits, particularly the time when it
is not at all that much can be won for us in the way, really,
of salary increases.
Certainly, with the ambiguity of the proposal as it was
set forth, the kinds of problems that we can anticipate in
terms of increases, plus the principal question of whether
or not the faculty should be revenue raising base for administration, it ' s these reasons , really , that ha v e led us to
recommend to you people that the original proposal be refused
and that we be given an opportunity to go to the Regents and
to examine the question further to try to convince them, a t
least if they were not willing to continue with a policy of
free parking, to at least come up with a better package and
so i' tIs for these reasons that I would like to recommend you
support the resolution that we have presented here today.
HEADY

Yes?

Would you identify yourself?

:BL-.1\CJ<
(:3/~ c.k.
PROFESSOR ~LOCK
~ l o c k of the School of Nursing.
~ certainly heartily agree with this on the special -- especially the first three proposals, and I am -- I find the pros~ect of spending fifty dollar s a year for a hunting license
J~st about as hard as anyone . However, I cannot agree, really,
with the board; therefore, the statement -- I don't believe
that this thing of having - - keeping c a rs on campus is going
to be a final solution to the problem and, therefore, I would
state that I will vote against this proposal strictly from
the point o f view of the fact that I do not believe the prospect of continuing to hav e cars on campus i s a very viable
Sol ut'ion to the pro gram .
·
r think we have got fo do something
that Will produce limited par king for special use on campus
and , otherwise , keep the cars off campus·

HEADY

Yes .

Would you identify yourself?

PROFESSOR MANN
John Mann .
If there is a parking
i~oblem here, it seems it has two aspects : O~e~ that the.
culty finds themselves in the difficult position of having
to fight with beings to get parking spaces and the other is
t~at there ' s a lot of smog and we don't want a lot of pollution an d we don ' t want a lot of travel .
the f' Now the proposal before us , it seems to me, involves
irst problem , the faculty privilege in the space that is
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designated for parking.
It doesn't think about the second
problem. The other proposition that we had here last time
seems to me doesn't really do anything about either problem
very well, so this is a better proposal. But if you want
to have -- if you ar e serious about not wanti ng to have cars
on campus, t h en the thing to do is say we shall not have cars
on campus.
Now people have to now park eight blocks a way , given
all the space we have on campus.
If you have no campus parking , people will have to park forty blocks away, fifty blocks
away , and most of us will be righ t back on our front doorstep.
It seems to me then you will cut down on the us e of automobiles and people will have to find other ways to travel:
Carpools to the edge of the campus and things like t h at.
Perhaps put pressure on the city to develop decent surface
transportation. But it seems to me if we have to be clear
on what we a re doing is solving the faculty privilege with
this and not solving any other aspects of the prolbem.

HEADY

Professor Drummond?

DRUMMOND
I think it's -- also, we need to remind
oursel ves of a proposal that we have, that we park on the
south campus and come by bus over here; also it will not
solve the ecology problem.

HEADY
this point?

Professor Parker, do you want the floor at

PROFESSOR PARKER
Yes, I do.
I would like the f loor
firs t to speak very briefly in favor of the motion .
I think
most of the important points have been made . I agree with
Profess or Drummond that the proposal does not do anything for
~cology. It certainly doesn't do anything in terms of assisting the faculty .
We have heard the argument presented for the
Program and I don't think we need to have that repeated and,
therefore, I would like to move the previous question.
HEADY
The previous question has been moved.
a second to that motion?
FACULTY MEMBER

Second.

VICE-PRESIDENT SMITH

Mr. President --

Is there

.'

10-12-71

P. 31

oot.3 2

HEADY
The previous question has been moved and
seconded , Doctor Smith.
SMITH

It is not a debatable motion?

HEADY
It is not a debatable motion, but I think I
should
does the parliamentarian have advice for me at this
point? I thought I had learned.
PROFESSOR EUBANK
He has a right to speak until you
put the question to the floor.
HEADY
I am prepared to do that at this point because
I did recognize someone who moved the previous question. It
has been seconded and it is not debatable. It requires a twothirds vote to pass, and if it does pass we proceed without
further debate to vote on the main motion.
FACULTY MEMBER
AL, will you withdraw? Will you
withdraw your motion and give Doctor Smith a chance to talk?
HEADY
It's not debatable. It is not a debatable motion . It has not been withdrawn as far as I can hear. All
~hose in favor say "aye"; opposed "no". Weli, I will rule
it has not been carried by the two-thirds vote. We will have
a division if anyone asks for it. The motion is lost.
We will now proceed to further debate.

Doctor Smith.

SMITH
Mr. President, members of the faculty, I would
like to make a fairly extended statement, with your indulgence . I do not believe -HEADY
Before you start I will have to remind you
that there is a five-minute limit, according to our rules,
and we have a timekeeper so at the end of that, if you need
furthe r t.ime, we will have to put the question.

1.

SMITH
Thank you.
I understand that.
I do not beieve that the proposal of the Campus Planning Committee has
been
h eard.
·
.
Some of the leadership
of the F acu ltY Compen s a tion. c0 rnrnittee,
·
·
1 ar
ur
as a matter of fact, sent aroun d a c1.rcu
Plgin? people to boycott open sessions offered by the Campus
1a~n7ng Committee for the purpose of communication and exthaining what the Campus Planning Committee's plan was and
e rationale for it.
I submit that the very limited debate, which occurred
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at the last faculty meeting, did not run at all to the business of projecting the Campus Planning Committee's plan or
the reasons for it. There was some publication in the campus
news in an attempt to inform the University community of the
proposal of the Campus Planning Committee, but I found that
little read, apparently. So I submit to you that the proposal for some remedy of the parking problem submitted by
the Campus Planning Committee, which is a standing committee
of the faculty, has not been heard.
We have just then had a motion to close debate on behalf of a resolution proposed by the Faculty Compensation
Committee , which is not a standing committee of the faculty
in any sense.
Now this kind of argument is not persuasive with respect to parking and perhaps not anything else , but I stand
here ready to provide the faculty with information about the
Campus Planning Committee's proposal; information which was
transmitted to the Committee on compensation before it began
its deliberations on the issue.
I am perfectly willing to
Present , to read to you a good portion of a memo, which I
addressed to the President of the University, on behalf of
theCampus Planning Committee, setting forth a description
of our presentation and some reasons for doing what the
~mpus ~lan~ing Committee proposed.
I offer to give you.this
-w-ormation if you feel it relevant to the purposes of this
meeting. I do not care to impose it upon you·
.
Before I sit down, though, I want to say that the
identification of this proposal from the Planning Committee
and the handouts which you received at the door, as the
admi
·
·
·
proposal which occurs some four times,
is,
. nistration's
in my view, an aspersion on the integrity of the six faculty
members and two students who make up a fair majority of the
comm·ittee. Nor is i t reasonable to assume that a sordi'd
administrator always votes monolithically.
FACULTY MEMBER
Are we expected to vote individually
on those four proposals?
.
HEADY
No
The only motion before us is the language
~n these two para;raphs that was distributed with the call
/ the meeting. That is the motion that was made by Pro· now under
a·essor Hu fb auer and i t has been seconde d and is
lscussion .
COTTRELL

Mr. Chairman, I --

..

'
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HEADY

001.3

Dean McRae.

DEAN MC RAE
I would like to ask Doctor Smith a question. Is it, in your opinion, the feeling of the Campus Planning Committee that the kind of priviliged parking for the
faculty, which the Faculty Compensation Committee proposes,
asks for, is possible free without a fee?
SMITH
Not fully.
It's certainly possible to accommodate the projected numbers of the faculty and staff on campus, but it is not possible, without additional expenditure,
to do anything like a presentable job of management and enforcement to protect those spaces. For example, our projections growth of the faculty and staff and shrinkage of parking
lots as a result of construction indicate that by 1980 there
will be about six hundred parking spaces left, only six hundred, which are not pre-empted by students. That means that
the whole of the campus will have to have careful and thor~ugh enforcement in order to protect faculty and staff spaces
if they are free, or whether they are free. That is the major
element of cost in management to which Mr. Hu£bauer referred.
It is not something that can be done without additional expenditure.
.
Now the expenditure could come from appropriated funds,
in Which case budgeting, being as it is on this campus, the
cost Will be borne by faculty and staff except that it wi ll
~ t be overt and it will be leavened on all faculty and staff
rather than those who use parking privileges. But there are
no miracles and the administration has no printing press in
the b asement where i t prints money money wh1c
· h is
·
expen d e d
fo
'
r whatever purposes needs to come from some legal source.
The t wo sources at the University of New Mexico
·
are ei. th er
appropriated funds or student fees.
Now the handout suggests that the committee has put
faculty and staff on an equal footing with the students. Not
so. Students will have what's left after the faculty and
~taff get the prize locations . That is hardly an equal footing· But if there are only six hundred parking spaces left
on campus for students you can hardly charge the students,
Who
'
·
b asis,
'
use those few spaces
on a use basis, on a permit
enough to do anything in ' the way of maintaining
·
· ·
t h e cos t 0 f
a Park·
ing system. No way.
HEADY

Professor Dick?

PROFESSOR DICK

+

I want to speak in behalf of the ecology
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and also I wanted to selfishly and naively speak a little bit
in behalf of getting to school and teaching my classes. That
is , I wonder -- maybe I can direct a question to someone here:
Has any consideration been made to maybe prohibiting parking
to faculty and staff memb ers, let's say, who live within a
certain radius of the institution? You see, I would like to
ride my bicycle, but I don t t know if I would make it home .
Especial ly after I spent a day here. Therefore -HEADY

It's a matter of conditioning, Professor.

DICK
And, therefore, I would say that if I lived
within three miles or so of the school I would be glad to
have a prohibition for the use of my car. Therefore, say
since I live three miles and thirty feet, I really live quite
a bit further than that from the campus, but has some thought
been made to maybe prohibiting parking for faculty and staff
membe rs within a radius of the institution, say with areasonable bicycle riding radius, just like three or four miles
or so?
HEADY
Do you want to respond to that, or someone
from the Planning Cammi ttee?
.
SMITH
I can only say that the Campus Planning Committee has not considered that possibility. I suggest to
you that this would be -- probably be regarded as an outrageous violation of academic freedom.
HEADY

Yes, sir.

PROFESSOR SPIDLE
Spidle of History . As I listen to
~his particular debate I am especially interested in observi ng that responding to Doctor Smith's invitation that was
sy~patheti c to those that oppose his proposition, the proposition of the committee of which he is chairman·
I did
attend one of those discussions in order to seek information
and.to hear the specific proposal defended by those who draf~ed it. The thing that I find particularly irksome about their
Proposal, and I would again like to address this particular
question to Doctor Smith is that the assertion that we must
equitably apportion the ~arking spaces on this campus by
chargi
.
ng students thirty-six and faculty an d s t a ff f or t ye1ght dollars a flat rate for a parking fee, implies the
assumpt
·
f
ion
or ' assertion of such a statement tha t th e flat
p~:ty~eight-dollar fee represents the same thing to all peo. ' including
all faculty and all staff members· . I assert .
th l.S
.
is mathematically not the case and I would like to again

00
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say to him: Why has there not been extension and consideration of a )proposal for a fee other than for the faculty and
staff?
HEADY

I think that's another request for information.

SMITH
I think there's two questions. One of them
is why . the student pays thirty-six dollar s and faculty and
staff forty-eight.
That was your first question.
If that
impression got abroad, unqualified, it was in error. The
committee voted this:
to recommend a parking fee at the level
of forty~eight dollars per year for faculty and staff and
thirty -six dollars per year -- this is a nine-month school
year -- for students, with appropriate rate adjustments for
absences , leaves, et cetera. This shows in the minutes of
the committee. This would mean that a faculty member, who
was here nine months and not here during the summer months,
would pay thirty-six dollars, as a student would . A staff
member or faculty member who was here the full year round
would pay forty-eight dollars .
The basic rate, in other
words , is four dollars a month.
The other question that you raise has to do with a
graduated fee proportional to income.
Is that the one that
you are talking about?
SPIDEL

Yes.

SMITH
In this memorandum, which I addressed to the
Pr~sident by way of report, I would make a comment on that
Point. I have a paragraph and I will read it:
"In the three September hearings there were repeated
sug?estions that parking fees should be graduated according
t~ income . This would be feasible, but there are problems
with it. The first is that in order to produce the needed
revenue, if the fees for low income personnel were reduced
to, say, thirty-six, the fee for high income personnel would
hav~ to be increased to seventy-two dollars. That's the
basis - - the results of actual calculations.
·
Th e f ac t is
·
~at there are many more low-salaried persons than there are
:~gh-salaried persons. A further reduction at the lower end
the scale would require a still higher fee at the upper
end.
·

"A second problem is that if variable fees are charged
s ecomes necessary to keep track of the use of permi. t s.
hould three people of widely varying incomes ,in a car pool,
l.t b
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for example, be entitled to Ul>~ a permit purchased by the one
with the lowest income? Variable fees would be greatly complicated for enforcement and there are additionally the problems
of pilfering permits, or permits purchased ostensibly for one
income level and actually turned over for use to another person at another level. And lest you ·recoil in horror at such
a possibility , let me tell you that we know currently of three
permits being checked out by persons entitled to them and
then handed to persons not entitled to have them."
HEADY
You have spoken, Professor, so I will recognize Professor Christman who has not ~et spoken.
CHRISTMAN
I want to partially reply to some of the
remarks Professor Smith made, not in answer to the last question but prior to that in answer to another question, and
that is due to the fact that maybe we haven't had a full
hearing on this parking situation.
I don't want to be petty
about it, but the immediacy of it, the need to get something
done, is directly related to the fact that the Regents have
scheduled a hearing on the parking question before our next
regular faculty meeting . So that is one reason that we ran
a little short on time for our committee situation. But our
committee -- I don't know whether it's a fortune or a misfortune that I have been sitting on the Compensation Committee
~s well as the Faculty Policy Committee so I am certainly not
impartial . But, when they did report to the Policy Committee
they made it very clear that they did not, in any way, disavow ~r support the Faculty Committee on Planning, having to
do with parking . Their sole consideration was one in which,
When you levy some kind of a fee for doing something that ' s
a necessity for many, many people to do, then you are having
an effect
on their take-home or their real pay· So that
there are probably other ways to finance this.

'

...

The other point I wanted to address my self to is the
~act that, as an alternative proposal, which we considered
in the committee and it's not a proposal of the committee
be~ause we rejected it but we think this is a matter of
Pr~nciple and we think 1 if the faculty accepts charges for
this ' th en they may very well accept charges f or th eir
· o ff·i ce ,
for the use of the utilities in the summertime when they're
::~ 0 n salary, and many other things if money becomes hard.
the second kind of proposal that we had was maybe we
~hou1a make an alternative suggestion that there be absolutey no fee charged for staff people under a certain level of
c~mpensation and level -- well, we weren't at all agreed
w at level, but it was around the six- or eight-thousand-dollar
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level whether they were faculty, staff, or what have you. Any
employee should be able to park that makes less than that, in
view of what Professor Smith said about changing the budget a
few dollars. You can see we would be up with the question of
solving everybody's ecology problems, maybe a thousand dollars
for the rest of them.
So let me get to my final point and that is that one of
the provisions we viewed and one of the threats that we hear
is that we are going to have less and less parking, wherever
it is. This campus, when we expand across Lomas or out south,
we again will have less and less parking, because buildings
and people and so forth will take that over.
I think that's
a whole function of the planning and maybe a fault of the
Planning Committee in terms of their horizons because it would
seem that parking in a partial community or community uni versi ty needs to be viewed as a whole system, probably, and
solved just as any other physical facility needs would be
solved , through appropriate plans.
If you are going to have
people and t hey have to come by some sort of vehicle they
?ave to occupy the same space and maybe that space has to
include the facilities for their needs, or don't have the
people . That may be over simplicity.
HEADY

Professor Cottrell.

COTTRELL
The inequities in the plan that we see prese~ted by the Campus Planning Committee has been one of the
things we have criticized for some time, and -- the question
or the comment that we did not use graduated fees for people
of different income levels because of the possibility of
som~one commenting on this is not a position that I like to
b~ in accord with.
I would like to say that the more forthright position is that if we are going to charge fees, we
make some adjustment for the low income people and if there's
cheating involved · th it we try to work this out later·
The r1.g1.d
· · forty-eight dollars
'
for all staff members causes
: ;eal inequity, other inequities. Forty-eight dollars for
acuity member -- in the last three summers I have remunerat 1.on
·
from the University only once.
I have been on campus
an
th
.
.
era . ree summers working for the University
wi. th ou t r emunw· i ti.on for that period of time. Now I am being told that I
c~1 pay -- I will have to pay for my parking when I come to
th.Pus.to work without pay. The real facts are, we are at
ls t1.
.
.
me -- we were not in the best salaried
posi. t.ion among
maJor
·
·
r
.universities
and being told we will
suffer a 1 oss o f
ea1 1.ncome. This
·
· what it
· is
· going
·
t o b e.
is
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Doctor Smith said there were two sources of the University raising money. A third one is being added: faculty fees.
That is what is one of the milestones of what we are talking
about today .

r

Nor Professor Morrison said a while ago, said he would
support my motion for two hundred and fifty dollars parking and
eliminate all parking except that.
I think this would be ignored by the Regents because, as I see the results of the
Campus Planning Committee's study, they have not used much
real vision toward the longrange solution of the problem. They
have not provided any alternatives fo r use to get to campus.
They are talking about the same number of cars corning to the
north campus and south campus and buses shuttling us up here
if we don't want to pay for it.
I think it ought to go back
to the committee and Doctor Smith said this is a standing
committee of the faculty, but I have been told that they're
planning to present it to the Regents, regardless what we
do in the faculty.
Sor don't know whose standing committee
it is.
But the question that I think we want the faculty to
support us on today is the fact that there has got to be some
better planning, some more equitable planning on a different
solution. We are askinq tor you to give the faculty support
so that we go to the Regents and battle there because I have
a feeling it's going there, regardless what you want here
today. so I urge you to support the resolution that Professor Hu:5bauer made on behalf of the Compensation Cornrni ttee •
(There were several members calling for the question.)
HEADY

Yes, sir?

PROFESSOR GARRETT
Maybe what we do here is heretic,
know up to this point -- I haven't heard
anything different from the fact that everything is predicated on the fac t that faculty does have a right to a parking spot of some manner on campus . Let me d raw an ana 1 ogY ·

but 1 do -- I don ' t

downt Many of you are familiar with this in community's
· b us1ness
·
0 ~n business areas.
Was
They realize that their
f
being choked off because the employees and bosses and so
dorth Were utilizing the parking in that area.
It does -oes not the University exist for the student and for those
h
w O com
d
·
?
h . e to the University for our product, e ucat1on.
Y is it
· that we have to have parking spots? Sure, th'is
is an act of heresy .
This is a new thought, I am sure, b u t
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don't they have more rights than we do? Couldn't we park
elsewhere and let them have that area? They are a more
transient population than we.
I am going to vote against
it. I am sure there are not many of you going to vote along
my criteria.
I am sure of that. But I believe they have
more right to a spot · than we.
HEADY

Professor Davis.

PROFESSOR DAVIS
I am concerned about both of these
proposals, which -- both the one from the Planning Corrunittee
and the one from the Compensation Corruni ttee, because they all
seem to be, to me, addressing themselves to the wrong problem. The problem is a parking problem is a parking problem.
It's a driving problem. There are lots of things that we
could do: charge high fees, stop all cars coming on campus,
subsidize the bus system -- any number that seem to be not
only included in a serious way at all, and I am afraid if
we add on about remuneration and all of the new facilities
and all, it will never solve the driving problem.
I think
we have to address ourselves to the driving problem rather
than the parking problem.
HEADY

Yes.

PROFESSOR GOLDHABER
Point of information : what Professor Cottrell talked about a few moments ago worries me.
What action we take here, what binding would this have on
what the Regents discuss at their next meeting? Are they
going to discuss this, anyway, or -HEADY
I will repeat a statement I made at the last
eeting and perhaps before that which is the power of making
the f inal
·
'
·
·
decision with regard to
this matter of parking
is
not one which I regard as having been delegated to the faculty
by the Regents.
There are groups, in addition to the faculty
as a group and staff with interests of equity i
the matter.
Therefore, I think this is something that will need to be
taken to the Regents and will be decided finally by the Re:ent~. It is also true that the Regents have scheduled a
Pec1a1 meeting on this topic on Friday, the twenty-second
Of Oc t ober, which would be open to anyone who wants to come.
P
rofe ssor Regener.
REGENER

May I request the Secretary of the Faculty

Ro read from page 20-A of the Faculty Handbook, Section Two,
h:sponsibilities, skipping points one through six but perPs reading point seven?
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DURRIE
the faculty?

Are we talking about the responsibilities of

REGENER
Section Two entitled "Responsibilities". This
is part of the Faculty Constitution, Section Two of the Faculty
DURRIE
REGENER

Which ones did you want me to skip?
One through six and read seven.

DURRIE
Just read seven? "The University Faculty
shall have the right of review and final action in regard
to the following:
Item Seven, General Faculty Welfare; pro vided, however, that actions taken by the University Faculty
shall be subject to the authority of the Regents in matters
involving finance, personnel, and general University policy."
HEADY

Further discussion?

SMITH
Mr. President, if I may, a word about parking
as a fringe benefit.
I am not sure that technically it
~o qualifies.
It cert ainly is not a fringe benefit, whi c h
is of equal use to everyone; only to those who drive and
park automobiles.
It's not of much count to the bike rider
as a fringe benefit, or to him who walks. It is not a fringe
1en~fit that the A .~.U.P. considers eligible in its accumuation of fringe benefits for rating purposes. Let's concede
all that and suppose it is:
Then how much is it worth and
how does it relate to the whole fri nge benefit package?
Now the handout that you received at the door points
out that the University's fringe benefit situation has, in~eed , markedly improved recently and is due for some further
improvement.
It identifies the total fringe benefit package
as ten to twelve percent of salary and now shortly to go to
eleven t o thirteen
.
·
p ercent of salary, depen d ing
on range an d
salary level, because of an increase in the University's
contribution to the cost of health and other insurance.
.
Now assuming that the Campus Planning Committee hasn't
~ust exactly shot the moon, and assuming that the forty -eight
Ollars is the figure to deal with, then it occurs to me to
Wona
'
If you
. . er how that relates to average faculty salaries·
dlVld
·
' ht
dOlla e forty-eight dollars ' not thirty-six but forty-eig
rs, by the average faculty salary to calculate t h e
percentage that this imperiled fringe benefit is of fac ulty
Salar Y, it
· turns out to be zero point three three percen,
t or
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ooe-third of the institutional contribution to insurance costs
that is shortly coming ., up.
HEADY

Mr. Mann.

MANN
I have sat through several meetings in which
this has been discussed and there ' s something I have not yet
heard which amazes me. Professor Cottrell, I understand you
~ve some interest in the city government. Maybe you could
help me understand this.
COTTRELL

I used to.

MANN
Since I have gotten to Albuquerque a few months
ago I have read innumerable comments and heard innumerable
conversations about the extent to which Albuquerque is expanding and how in ten years it's going to have twice as
many people and it's going to have twice as many cars. It's
going to have twice as big a downtown area and twice as much
traffic. Our problem is very much a part of the city problem.
Has there been any effo r t on the part of the people in
charge in planning to try to work with any city agency, if
there are any such agencies, which are concerned with the longrange plans for the City of Albuquerque which would include
P~ovisions for the maier employers, which includes the University, to provide adeq~ate parking, or some other means of
transportation?
COTTRELL
HEADY

May I reply to that?
You do have an interest in the city.

COTTRELL
r have an interest. As a matter of fact,
1 Wish I had him as a shill in every audience·
The answer , I feel on complaints to the city.and one
of my criticisms proposed is that it has not taken into
.onsideration or made any innovative proposals which would,
in fact, change the situation with respect to the city· If
a: Were to eliminate all parking momentarily, we would work
extreme hardship on most of the faculty because we do
not have an adequate transportation system in the city. But
f ·Y cannot the University make overtures with respect to
ree d'iscounts passes et cetera discounts to encourage
1
1
cln. Up swing
·
'
'
in the number
of passengers
on public
transpor t at1on with
·
d w.ic
h· h .
the idea that once you reverse the tren,
as been downward for fifteen years, it might be possible in
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a broader sense to start expanding this service and improving
~e service and so forth.
Now some people say we have pretty good bus service.
If you have tried to ride it after seven p.m., unless you go
~ certain points, you won't make it.
Have you ever tried
~goto a certain part of the north valley? Have you tried
to get to the northeast heights? You have been willing to
walk a mile or up to a half-mile distance between routes
and it's not a good system. But I do think that among our
proposals, when Professor Morrison said he would support my
motion for two hundred and fifty dollars a year parking, I
would make that if we had any alternative. We don't have
an alternative and I think that's what the Campus Planning
Committee should be working on.
That's the reason I am
urging the passage of ours for the moment.
HEADY

...

You want to respond?

SMITH
Yes. We have the parking situation on this
campus that is on the verge of criticality. It is tolerable
at the moment because of accidents of campus geography, beca~se we are able this year to station one policeman at one
point and control nearly half of the faculty-staff parking.
That situation is not going to obtain.
I agree that it would
be wonderful if we could tell all of these automobiles to
go away, but it -- the Campus Planning Committee tried to
take a realistic look and, among other things, it took into
account the fact that there is not an adequate public transP~rtation system. We are in touch with the Albuquerque Transit Company on the question of promotion and on the question
of reduced rates for students particularly. We are looking
for some success with that. We
'
·
·
are in touch with
the City
Planning Department in connection with the bicycle routes
leading into the University campus from all directions. If
we can help with that. We are asking the Planning Committee
t o consider
·
·
what i t possibly might do throughout the ci· t Yin
development of a bicycle route which would be so shielded
from traf fie. We are trying t; think about things like that
at~d do something about it. But we do not think that a solulon t 0 the problem is J·ust to push all of the paring
k ·
ou t
on th
.
h.
e neighbors. We think that the automobile, i n t is
~onununity, which was designed and organized around it totally,
ls Probably going to be with us quite a while.
HEADY

Professor Houghton?

PROFESSOR HOUGHTON

r

rarely reach out in this activity,
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but I think it's time that I just can't restrain myself any
more . The Campus Planning Corr~ittee has planned singlepurpose buildings, one, two, and three stories, and planned
iliem from border to border, east and west .
In so doing it
has automatically shrunk the parking places.
There has not
I
been innovative planning.
There hasn t been the concept of
multipurpose high rise buildings.
I think there hasn't been
an innovative planning, just as Professor Cottrell suggested.
I think we planned our way right into this situation , and I
think we are in a very bad situation.
I think it's now time
that the University used some innovation , some degree of
planning , and try to plan its way out of this .

HEADY
The timekeeper reminds me that we have now
used at least forty-five minutes on the topic, and we do
have , as one of our standing rules, that we don't spend more
ilian forty-five minutes.
If anyone wants to move that we -(There was a general calling for the question.)

HEADY

Well, if there's no motion to suspend the
standing rule , I will rule that the forty-five minutes on
this topic has expired and will call for a vote on the motion before you .
Do you all understand the motion?
man .

PROFESSOR ARAGON

HEADY

Point of clarification, Mr . Chair-

Yes.

ARAGON
If we vote on the resol u tion that Mr . Hu£bauer
~esented , we are in essence voting to give some leeway to
the Chairman of the Policy Committee, Mr . Hufbauer, or someone l
h.
e se to present arguments to the Regents for somet ing
Other than what the Policy Planning Committee has?

HEADY
I would take it t hat we present arguments f~r
What
· ·
1 more spe cif ·
ls in resolution one , which is a great dea
le than that.

c

. ARAGON Versus if you vote for the Campus Planning
ornmittee
we are committing
.
.
ourselves to a course of. action,
wouia
that be right?

is,
HEADY
That is not before us at this point . What
Defore
.
w at .
us 1.s the language o f this resolution. That's
ls before the faculty now .
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REGENER
HEADY

0
Mr. President.

Professor Regener.

REGENER
There were a number of speakers and you
heard one after the time limit was up, a number of - HEADY
He just raised a point of information. Th at
i s the reason I responded.
I will accept - - if you want
t o make a motion, I invited anyone to make one about suspending the rule.
I am ready to accept it if you want to .
He asked a point of information and I think the parliamen~rian will agree that it is appropriate to respond to that .
(There was a general calling for the question.)
HEADY
All right, I will now call for a vote . Th ose
in favor of the motion, please say "aye"; opposed "no". The
motion is carried.
Is there a motion to adjourn?
Adjournment, 4:59 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

AJ .
Durri
Secretary
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To:

Policy Committee

From:

Publications Cammi ttee

Subject: Name and Functions of Publications Committee
The following is an excerpt from the minutes of the Publications
Committee meeting of December 8, 1969:
"It was voted (1) that the name of the Committee be changed from

(Fac~lty) Publications Committee to University of New Mexico Press
C?mrnittee; (2) that in the future this Committee be concerned only
with matters pertaining to the Press; and (3)
that these changes be
r:~~mmended to the (Faculty} Policy Committee and to the Ad Hoc Commi ee now considering the matter of supervision of journals and
other publications."

re

Pu~lications Committee, at the same meeting, also approved the
ollowi.ng statement of functions:

"Universitv
.
-Poli
.
·
.
L. p ress Committee:
General supervision of the editorial
in ac~es ~nd publishing operations of the University Press is vested
impri ~mmittee so named. It is the custodian of the University
resp n . f<:>r. all publications issued by the Press and has general
subm~~sibility for the critical reading and evaluation of manuscripts
reje 1 t ~ed for publication, and for the ultimate acceptance or
of b~o~on of.sue~ manuscripts. The Committee passes on.any offers
Univ
.Publication subsidy emanating from sources outside the
ing ~~=ity, ~nd makes recommendations to the Administration re~ar~Plant . appointment of the Director of the Press.
(The UNM Printing
juri d 78 ~ separate department of the University and not under the
8 1.ct1.on of the University Press Committee.)"

Forofcomp
.
31
th arison,
the functions of the committee, as stated on page
e Faculty Handbook, are as follows:
"Pub!·
Th~~~~~ion~ Committee
.
lllainta. 7cat1.ons Committee has responsibility for formulating and
Univer l.i:tJ.ng the general policy of the publications program of ~he
of man~l.ty_of New Mexico; for the critical reading and evaluation
Ultimat scripts submitted for publication at the Press; and for the
cation e acceptance or rejection of such manuscripts. The Publitive t~ Commi~tee makes reconunendations to the Administrati<:>n re~aof New M:h~ financing of the various publications of th 7 ?n1v~rs1ty
Offers e xico_Press and approves or disapproves o~ subs1d1.zat10~
'l'he Co ~anating from sources outside the University of New Mexico.
to theni:J.tt7e makes recommendations to the Administration relat~ve
~ess
PPointment of the Director of the University of New Mexico
disti~ct(The UNM Printing Plant is a department of the University
Publicat·from the Press and not under the jurisdiction of the
ions Committee . )"
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Policy Committee - page 2

The Publications Committee has never felt that it had -- nor has
it ever exercised -- "responsibility for formulating and maintaining the general policy of the publications program of the University
of New Mexico" except for the publications of the Press. The
present statement is, therefore, inaccurate and misleading, and the
proposed revision simply reflects what the Committee now is doing
and has done for many years.
This proposal for a change in name and functions is further supported
by the following excerpt from the 1969 report of the North Central
~ssociation Visiting Team:
"The Publications Committee apparently
includes responsibility for publications of the university and also
the University Press.
This is an unusual and seemingly inappropriate combination."

1
PROPOSED REVISIONS
.... •,!.

ISRAD CHARTER

'.

October 6, 1971
In response to certain reservations voiced by members of the general
faculty, the ISRAD Subcommittee of the Research Policy Connnittee was
reconvened on September 27th, and after due deliberation proposed certain
changes and emendations in the text of the Operational Charter for consideration by the parent committee. The Research Policy Committee
meeting on September 30th, approved the proposed changes with certain
modifications. These were subsequently forwarded for review by the
Faculty Policy Committee at its meeting of October 6th. All page references herein relate to the mimeographed proposal distributed to the general
faculty prior to its September meeting.

1.

Page 3, II. B.

The Executive Committee.

Paragraph 1.. Substitute for the first sentence: "The Institute Executive Committee shall consist of the Director and two Associate
Directors of !SR.AD, one member at large appointed by the President, a
representative appointed by the Graduate Student Association and five
members of the academic faculty the latter to include disciplinary areas
most relevant to the character ~f the Centers and Programs operatin
under ISRAD auspices. 11
Page 4, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2. Proposed substitute.wording
is as follows: :1In carrying out such responsibilities the Committee
shall communicate its decisions to the Vice President for Research and
the Pr esi·dent concerning a~proval of new programs proposed for operat ion,
·
and ~u~ervise the solicitation and utilization of funds which are not
specifically allocated for ISRAD administrative costs· 11
Page 4 Paragraph 3, Proposed replacement for the entire sentenc e is
· as follows:
'
"In the event of vacancy in the directors h.i , th e
Exec ut ive
·
·
Connnittee shall conduct recruitment and make recommen d at ions
to the administration
·
relative to the appointment of a replacemen t · "

2·

III.

Relationship Between ISRAD and ~Academic Community.

Page 6, Paragraph 3 (continued on page 7), Sentence 2. The.
proposed revision is as follows: ''Existing grievance procedures applirespectively to academic and non-academic staff will be followed
fcable
or the adjudication
·
· perof the rights of faculty and/or non-academic
sonnel ."
f
Page 7, Paragraph 1 Sentence 2. The proposed revision is as
follows: "Should the holder ~f such an appointment who is a tenured
acuity member or has presumption of tenure find his services to ISRAD
jeopardized as a result of unexpected and/or unanticipated loss of project

f'unds ... "

4
-2Page 11~ Paragraph 3. Insert after the conclusion of the first
sentence ( '' ••. services rendered to ISRAD.") the following emendation:
"ISRAD is not authorized to grant academic degrees; neither may it offer
credit courses. 11
It was further moved and carried that the complete text of the
Academic Vice President's specifications should be read into the record
to provide a point of reference in the event of further question as to
the precise intent of the above modification.

Marshall R. Nason, Chairman
Subcommittee on ISRAD
Research Policy Committee
MRN:jrk

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING PARKING

The Faculty Compensation Committee and the Faculty Policy
Committee urge the Faculty to approve the following resolutions.
1. The Campus Planning Committee shall designate sufficient
free space for faculty staff parking in close proximity to academic
and administrative buildings so that assured places are available
at all peak parking hours. The Administration shall regularly
survey the faculty-staff lots and report to the campus Planning
Committee so as to ensure the adequate provision of space.
2. The Chairman of the Faculty Policy Committee, assisted
by members of the Faculty compensation committee, shall present
arguments for Resolution l to the Regents on behalf of the Faculty.

The Faculty Compensation Committee, whi~h wa s commissioned by the Facul y
tits September meeting to investigate the paid parking proposal, submits

he ,

!.''· .

following propositions to the Faculty for its consideration.

1. The main argument for paid parking is a revenue argument.

We do not beli vc
at faculty and staff should serve as a tax base for their employer, the Universi y.
e fact that other universities have seen fit to tax their faculty and s af through
e imposition of parking fees does not justify a similar inequitable solution h re.
rther, we are not convinced that the projected expenditures from parking rev nu
ue all necessary, nor are wa convinced that the necessary expenditures should be m~t
h parking fees. We fear that the revenue argument will become an open-end d
txcuse for the continued escalation of fees.
2. Students are not on an equal footing with faculty and staff. Faculty and
suff are remunerated for their services and provided with offices and o her as i anc
lo fulfill their functions.
The students occupy a totally different position. We
e the effort to equate our position with that of the studen~s as an indi a ion o
Administration's insensitivity to faculty-staff needs and an oversen i ivi y o
its political problems.
Thus, we disagree with the Administration's s a men
ha
t ould be unfair to charge students without charging faculty ands aff . We r
pecially concerned about the burden of parking fees on lower paid facul y and staff
ers,
~· The 1971 New Mexico Legislature provided for earlier vesting of re iremcn
fits, and as a result fringe benefits at UNM are now much higher than pr iou~ly.
nge benefits presently range from about 10% to 12% of salary, depending on rar.!<,
ich places UNM near the median position for AAUP Category I institutions. As a
t ult of more liberal enabling legislation also passed in 1971, the Adminis ration plans
o inc rease the University's contribution to' the health insurance and other insurance
1 cies . This will further increase fringe benefits by about 1% of salary.
le re
ouraged by these improvements but we regret the erosion of fringe benefits uhich
1d come with paid parking
es~ecially since the wage freeze may reduce salary gain
1
972/73 .
'
f th: · We recognize the ecology problem, both in terms of t~e aesthetic appearance
Central Campus and the air pollution caused by automobiles . We endorse
ogressive elimination of parking from core portions of the Central Campus area .
e do not see that this elimination will be hastened by parking fees.
or do \ e
eve that paid parking will meaningfully reduce the number of automobile rips to
fro the campus.
In short we believe that the ecology question should be
rately
led b
examined. It should' not be allowed to obscure t hc equ it a bl e que st1'ons
Y the Administration's proposal.

r

The Compensation Committee believes that the acceptance o f any 2.!l£. o f

he

f the f ·

trst three propositions, together with proposition 4, will provid

ffici ·
cnt grounds for supporting the resolutions.
l

the agenda f

or the October Faculty meeting.

The resolutions ar

sat d

